These four chapters of Romans constitute a coherent section of ethical instruction which aims to foster the solidarity of the Christian community, to legitimate a degree of diversity in its convictions and practices, and also to advise Christians on relations with outsiders, specifically with the state. The community so envisioned, which unites Jew and Gentile without erasing their differences, is an embodiment of the gospel presented throughout Romans. Particular attention is given to the notorious Rom 13.1-7 and to the place of this text in its literary context. While the Christian community is presented as a non-conformist, non-violent community (Rom 12.2, 17-21), the text also sanctions the use of force on the part of the state (Rom 13.4). Thus it raises difficult questions concerning the ways in contemporary readers, whose membership of the Christian church does not preclude participation as citizens of their societies, should discern their responsibilities.
Introduction
It is widely recognised and frequently stated that Romans 12.1 marks the point at which Paul begins to draw out the ethical consequences that follow from the theological exposition of the gospel that has taken up the first eleven chapters of the letter to the Romans. Romans provides the clearest example in the Pauline corpus of the ‗pattern' of theology followed by ethics, the latter grounded in the former. 1 What is less immediately clear is precisely how these chapters of moral instruction relate to the preceding exposition; whether they are general paraenesis or specifically related to the situation of the Roman Christians; and whether they have any clear internal logic and structure -or whether, as Karl Barth suggests, ‗there is on the whole no proper sequence of thought and therefore no particular arrangement'. 2 If Barth is right on this We may immediately grant the point that these chapters are not a systematic exposition of Christian ethics. Recent work on Romans has stressed the various factors both in Paul's life and in the churches at Rome that influence the shape and content of this letter, and has thus illuminated the inadequacy of viewing it as a systematic compendium of Pauline theology (or ethics). 4 However, we should perhaps not so quickly abandon the expectation that these chapters may convey some of the key themes and convictions of Pauline ethics, and may be more coherent than Barth perceives. For all its situational specificity -and that is not to be downplayedRomans remains ‗the most sustained and reflective statement of Paul's own theology by Paul himself'. 5 And while I take the ethics of Romans 12-15 to be orientated specifically to the Roman situation and not as ‗general paraenesis', as some argue, 6 they are clearly influenced by discussions of ethics in Paul's previous letters and so may be expected to show a degree of synthesis and maturity less apparent elsewhere.
In a short essay it is impossible to do justice to these chapters, still less to the exegetical and interpretative difficulties that arise from them. 7 My aims in this essay are to present an overview of this section of Romans with a view to highlighting its structure and key themes, and to reflect on the ethical emphases that emerge and their bearing on contemporary ethical discussion. Because of its notorious difficulty, as well as its contemporary significance, a good deal of space is devoted to Rom 13.1-7.
The structure and content of Romans 12.1-15.13
James Dunn sees this whole section of ethical instruction as coherent and relevant when related to the preceding chapters of Romans, 8 in which ‗Paul's chief concern has been to redefine the relation between Jew and Gentile within the saving purpose of the one creator God'. 9 Dunn proposes a broadly chiastic structure for the section, acknowledging that this structure is however ‗rough and unbalanced': the whole of 14.1-15.6 is seen as the balancing section to 12.1-2, with 15.7-13 serving as ‗an effective conclusion to the body of the letter as a whole'.
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I would agree with Dunn (and others) in identifying 12.1-2 as the opening unit; indeed, it provides a headline statement for all that follows. Similarly, 15.7-13 serves as a fitting conclusion not only (though certainly) to the specific section 14.1-15.6, but also to the whole of the letter to this point: the scriptural quotations are chosen so as to reinforce the message that God's purpose was always to bring Jew and While the whole text from 12.1-15.13 is rightly seen as devoted to ethical instruction, 14.1ff. begins a major new section focused on specific issues affecting the internal relations of the Roman churches (though doubtless also relevant to other churches Paul knew). 11 Any chiasm is better seen in relation to the structure of chapters 12-13, as we shall see below.
Romans 12
The opening two verses of chapter 12 clearly stand as a programmatic statement defining the framework for ethical discussion to follow and setting that discussion firmly with the theological exposition of chapters 1-11: in view of God's mercies (oiktirmoi) 12 -precisely the theme on which chapter 11 has reached its climactic end (11.30-32) and which has brought forth Paul's ejaculation of praise (11.33-36) -the adelphoi at Rome, along with all who are in Christ in every place, should present their (death-ridden) bodies (7.24), whose redemption they long for (8.23) , as sacrifices to
God. In view of all that God has done, as set out in chapters 1-11, this is indeed a ‗rational' (logikos) response. 13 But this presentation of one's self to God implies a stark transformation, which Paul expresses in both its negative and positive dimensions. The complete orientation of the body towards God means a break with ‗this present age', an end to being conformed to its patterns of thought and practice.
Positively it means a metamorphosis (Paul uses the verb metamorphoô), a renewal of the mind, to orient the self towards the will of God.
As the more specific and detailed exhortation begins, in 12. God, responding to evil instead with good, a course of action that may lead, in the end, to their enemies' repentance and reconciliation (this seems the best interpretation of the image of the burning coals. 16 Cf. also 1 Pet 2.12; 3.13-17).
Romans 13
What follows is, of course, the notorious Rom 13. in the city from unnecessary persecution. 20 This response, which takes many forms, is an understandable attempt at ‗damage limitation', an effort to restrict any broader theology of the state being drawn from this passage. Nonetheless, there are certain difficulties with such a move. First there is the problem that Paul speaks in strikingly generalised terms: ‗there is no authority except from God' (ou gar estin exousia ei mê hupo theou v.1), etc. 21 It is difficult to see a specific concern to encourage the Christians to pay their taxes as the real point of the instruction, 22 when this arises only as a supporting reason (eis touto gar) to indicate why subordination to the state, as
God's servant, is the appropriate course of action. 23 The second problem is that every verse of the Bible is, in a sense, equally bound to its context and its culture. It is ultimately inconsistent to limit the applicability of ‗difficult' verses with this ‗local context' strategy, without applying the same strictures to other, more appealing, passages (such as Gal 3.28) -often regarded as programmatic principles. The same critical distancing must be applied to the whole, the same hermeneutical considerations borne in mind in any attempt to move from the world of the text to the world of today. A third problem is that any text (and especially one which attains canonical status) gives rise to a range of meanings, gaining significance beyond that intended by its author: historical scholarship can function as an attempt to legitimate one reading over against others, but the various contested reconstructions sometimes only further demonstrate the multivalence of the text (see below).
Further light on Rom 13. Christians can and should submit to the authorities whose God-given responsibility is to reward the good and punish evil; 26 and their call to be people whose only outstanding debt is the constant obligation to give themselves to the other in love (13.8-10) means that they should honour their debts to the state.
This does not, of course, resolve the many exegetical and hermeneutical problems surrounding these verses. Given that Paul had already suffered imprisonment and beatings at the hands of Roman ‗justice', for following his Godgiven vocation as Apostle to the Gentiles, it is striking that he can speak here without any hint of reserve or irony of the state as God's servant in rewarding good and punishing evil. 27 Nor does Paul explicitly limit the extent of submission to the state, 28 although subsequent interpreters have frequently glossed his text with the qualification that obedience is owed only insofar as the state does not command or require anything that goes against the will of God. 29 The theological basis Paul gives is simply ‗that there is no such actual power without God, that those in authority are virtually appointed by God to their function'. 30 As Klaus Wengst rightly goes on to comment (and despite exegetical efforts to relieve Paul of this dubious achievement) 31 : ‗by doing that without caveat, qualification and dialectic, he [Paul] at least exposes himself to the danger of providing theological legitimation for de facto power no matter how it may have come into being and how it may be used'. Christians. 39 Hays passes very swiftly over Rom 13.4, noting only that: ‗Though the governing authority bears the sword to execute God's wrath (13:4) that is not the role of believers'. 40 However, Hays does note one aspect of the New Testament material that goes against this univocality: the treatment of soldiers and the lack of any indication that their occupation was regarded as fundamentally immoral or incompatible with Christian discipleship (e.g. Luke 3.14; Acts 10.1ff). 41 Roman soldiers who converted (along with others involved in the service of the empire: cf. 
Romans 14-15
In Romans 14 Paul turns to a specific issue affecting the internal dynamics of the Christian communities in Rome: differences in practices and ethical convictions regarding food, drink, and keeping special days, issues which pertain to ‗the observance or non-observance of the Jewish law'. 43 Although the instruction here is clearly dependent on Paul's earlier formulation in 1 Cor 8-10, it is most likely directed to the specific situation in Rome rather than being simply a general paraenesis, as some have suggested. The particular issue concerns the differences between those Paul describes as ‗the strong', who regard all foods as acceptable and all days as alike, and ‗the weak', who follow dietary regulations and keep sabbath.
Paul's response to this situation is notable for the ways in which he attempts to foster the solidarity and unity of the whole community while at the same time legitimating the continuing differences of conviction and practice and removing the grounds for criticism and judgment. 44 And he does this on theological and specifically christological grounds: appealing to Christ's position as Lord to undercut the Roman Christians' own tendency to judge one another (14.6-12) , and to the pattern of Rather, he provides a strong argument to legitimate a diversity of individual ethical convictions, indeed to legitimate a form of ethical relativism: ‗nothing is unclean in itself, but it is unclean to the one who reckons it so' (14.14). Objectively, food is a matter of ethical indifference, but people must continue to follow the dictates of their own faith in this regard: ‗everything that does not proceed from faith is sin' (pan de ho ouk ek pisteôs hamartia estin, 14.23). Paul's focus here, however, is not on the ethical question concerning food itself; rather it is the question of the relationships between these people with conflicting ethical positions that is his concern. The prominent moral imperatives are for each to act according to their own faith, and to avoid judging others, or causing them to stumble -that is, to act in a way which is, for them, sinful. Paul's appeal to the divergent groupings in the Roman churches, an appeal grounded on the theological basis of God's gracious welcome of all in Christ (14.3; 15.7), is to welcome and accept one another as adelphoi, 45 
Ethics and ethical dilemmas
To what extent, then, was Barth right to suggest that these chapters contain no coherent pattern of thought, no systematic exposition of the themes of Pauline ethics?
To the extent that Paul's exhortations here are orientated specifically to the needs and context of the Roman Christians then indeed they are situational and ad hoc rather than systematic. However, it is also the case that this influential section of Paul's most influential letter does set out Paul's teaching on key areas of Christian ethics, drawing on and resonating with much of his previous teaching in other letters, as well as setting out in ethical terms the implications of the theology conveyed in chapters 1-11. Insofar as Rom 1-11 is systematic, so too is Rom 12-15. In this concluding section, I shall set out some of these key ethical themes, as well as offering some reflections on their contemporary pertinence and problematic aspects.
Transformation and non-conformity
The headline of this section of Romans is one of Paul's most powerful and memorable expressions of the reorientation of the self which the gospel enables and requires (12.1-2), a reorientation which follows logically from the preceding chapters, with their exposition of the fate of humanity in Adam, under sentence of death, and the new possibility of life in Christ, empowered by the Spirit. Chapter 13 closes with a return to this very theme (13.11-14) which also resonates with Pauline teaching 
Ethical dilemmas
Indeed, it is inevitable, reading Paul in a context very different from the one in which he wrote, that his instruction to the Roman Christians leaves us with gaps to fill in, dilemmas to wrestle with, and perhaps disagreements to be expressed, assuming we find some value in reading this particular ancient attempt to do ethics. We might, for example, simply want to reject Paul's rather strong legitimation of state authority.
Christians who see the value and the challenge of the call to non-violence expounded There are also problems, as well as much that is positive and challenging, in
Paul's attempt to forge a strong sense of corporate solidarity while sustaining difference and diversity. While this Pauline ethic contains much that is important for contemporary social and political ethics, it also raises questions: Given that Paul's ethic is so inextricably bound up with his theology, can it make any contribution to the fostering of forms of human solidarity that transcend religious commitments, rather those based on a common identity ‗in Christ'? And how are the limits of tolerable diversity to be discerned, in churches and in societies, and can Paul help us here?
These questions begin to take us well beyond the scope of our essay, and beyond the specific concerns of Romans 12-15. Yet they also indicate, albeit briefly, some of the ways in which a contemporary appropriation of Paul's ethics might need to proceed. 55 Paul's ethics (and those of the Bible as a whole) do not provide anything like sufficient guidance for contemporary life, but neither should they be consigned to the shelves of history as a merely contingent response to specific problems in first century Christianity. Through a careful, critical, conversation with Paul, we contemporary readers can find resources of considerable value for our own very different attempts to ‗overcome evil with good'. 
